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Detailed Action 



Responsive to Applicant's arguments, new grounds of rejection 
are set forth below: 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the 
basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a 
whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having 
ordinary skill in the art to which the subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1, 2, 16, 27, 31-33, 35 and 36 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over IBM - Technical 
Disclosure Bulletin, "Remote Procedure Calls for an Attached 
Processor" Vol. 35, issue IB, pages 237-238, June 1, 1992 (U.S. 
Patent ) in view of Jones et al. U.S. Patent Application Publication 
US 2002/0007389. 

As per claim 1: 

IBM-TDB discloses the invention substantially as claimed: 

IBM-TDB teaches the invention as claimed including a method of 
using a first data processor (p. 1 line 2, "main processor") to 
manage resources of a second data processor (p. 1 line 2, "an 
attached processor") which performs data processing functions 
that support user applications (p. 1 line 3), comprising: 

• the first data processor making a remote procedure call to 
the second data processor to invoke on the second data 
processor a program (p. 1 lines 1-2. and 13-16); and 
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• the second data processor executing the program in 
response to the remote procedure call (p. 1 lines 24-28). 

However, IBM-TDB does not explicitly teach the following 
additional limitations: 

Jones teaches the use of a program on the second data 
processor that supports management of data processing 
resources of the second data processor [e.g, see: 

[0060] FIG. 9 is a flowchart illustrating the steps that are 
performed when an activity requests a resource reservation for a 
remote resource . The process begins with a local activity 
requesting a reservation for a remote resource (step 110 in FIG. 
9) . This may occur, for instance, when a resource set that 
contains references to some remote resources (as well as possibly 
some local resources) is passed a RequestResources () call to the 
local resource planner. Such sets may result from resource query 
calls to modules implemented by remote objects or via remote 
procedure calls. The local resource planner receives the request 
and forwards the request to the remote resource planner for the 
machine on which the remote resource is found (step 112 in FIG. 
9) . The remote resource planner processes the request and sends a 
response back to the local resource planner (step 114 in FIG. 9) . 
The local resource planner receives the response and forwards it 
to the requesting activity (step 116 in FIG. 9) . 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to improve upon the system 
taught by IBM-TDB by implementing the improvements detailed 
above because it would provide IBM-TDB's system with the 
enhanced capability of a remote resource planner that supports 
management of resources on the remote machine [e.g., see 
Jones, paragraph 0060]. 
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As to claim 2: 

IBM-TDB teaches the invention as claimed including the step of 
making a second data processor (p. 1 lines 15-16), and wherein 
the executing step includes the second data processor decoding 
the remote procedure call command and calling the program (p. 1 
lines 24-28). 

As to claims 16 and 27, they are rejected for the same reasons 
as claim 1 above. 

As to claim 31, IBM-TDB teaches a man/machine interface 
coupled to the first data processor for permitting communications 
between the first data processor and a user (e.g. p. 1 lines 13- 
16, the keyboard and monitor typically attached to the computer 
system described throughout). 

As to claim 32, IBM-TDB teaches the man/machine interface 
includes one of a tactile interface (e.g. the keyboard) and a visual 
interface (e.g. the monitor). 



As to claim 33, IBM-TDB teaches the communication path 
extends through a data network (as in the typical use of RPC p. 1 
lines 6-7). 

As to claim 35, IBM-TDB teaches the first and second data 
processors are located remotely from one another (p. 1 line 2 as 
implied by the typical use of RPC in a networked environment p. 
1 lines 6-7). 



As to claim 36, IBM-TDB teaches that the man/machine 
interface coupled to the first data processor for permitting 
communications between the first data processor and a user (e.g. 
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the keyboard and monitor typically attached to the computer 
system described throughout). 



Claims 3, 4, 12, 14, 15, 19, 26, 37, 44 and 45 are rejected under 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over IBM - Technical 
Disclosure Bulletin, "Remote Procedure Calls for an Attached 
Processor" Vol. 35, issue IB, pages 237-238, June 1, 1992, 
in view of Jones et al. U.S. Patent Application Publication US 
2002/0007389, as applied to claims 1, 16, and 27 above, and 
further in view of Weiser (U.S. Patent 5,786,819). 

As to claims 3, 19, and 44, IBM-TDB, as modified by Jones, 
does not explicitly disclose the executing step includes the 
program permitting the first data processor to write to a memory 
space associated with the second data processor. Weiser 
discloses the executing step includes the program permitting the 
first data processor to write to a memory space associated with 
the second data processor (col. 8 lines 65-67, col. 9). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of 
IBM-TDB and Weiser because Weiser's step of writing to the 
memory space of the second processor would provide low 
overhead data transfer to IBM-TDB'S system. 

As to claims 4 and 45, Weiser discloses the first data processor 
downloading a further program to the memory space in 
conjunction with operation of the first-mentioned program - 
See col. 9 lines 33-40: 

In a typical operating session, after receiving a number of RPC type packets, 
the device 90 might contain new executable code and data that is loaded into 
its memory. A "call user function 326" request such as previously discussed 
will establish one of these pieces of code in such a way that it is called from 
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the processor main-loop. The device 90 can now execute this newly loaded 
code, which may include features such as sending IR packets to some other 
device in response to pressing the switches. As previously discussed, the 
ability to download data and executable applications on demand permits 
simple updating of data files and lists such as might be needed for an 
electronic address book. For example, new data can be downloaded into the 
electronic diary or the data management executable of the electronic diary 
can itself be changed. This would greatly increase the flexibility of data 
presentation. 

As to claims 12, 26, and 37, IBM-TDB does not disclose the 
executing step includes the program permitting the first data 
processor to read from a memory space associated with the 
second data processor. Weiser discloses the executing step 
includes the program permitting the first data processor to read 
from a memory space associated with the second data processor 
(col. 8 lines 65-67). 



As to claim 14, IBM-TDB does not disclose providing the 
program in a memory space of the second data processor. Weiser 
discloses providing the program in a memory space of the 
second data processor (col. 9 lines 1-9). 



As to claim 15, IBM-TDB does not disclose the providing step 
includes making a remote procedure call to the second data 
process to invoke on the second data processor a further 
program and, in response to the remote procedure call, the 
second data processor executing the further program to download 
the first-mentioned program into the memory space of the 
second data processor. Weiser discloses the providing step 
includes making a remote procedure call to the second data 
process to invoke on the second data processor a further program 
and, in response to the remote procedure call, the second data 
processor executing the further program to download the first- 
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mentioned program into the memory space of the second data 
processor (See col. 9 lines 1-9 where the procedure to be 
executed is called via RPC/RMI; see also the rejection of claims 4 
& 45 above). 



Claims 5, 6, 20, 21, 38, and 39 are rejected under U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over IBM - Technical Disclosure Bulletin, 
"Remote Procedure Calls for an Attached Processor" Vol. 35, issue 
IB, pages 237-238, June 1, 1992, in view of Jones et al. U.S. 
Patent Application Publication US 2002/0007389, as applied to 
claims 1, 16, and 27 above, and further in view of Engdahl (U.S. 
Pat. 5,452,42). 

As to claims 5, 20, and 38, IBM-TDB, as modified by Jones, 
does not disclose the executing step includes the program 
providing information indicative of a capability of the second data 
processor. Engdahl discloses the executing step includes the 
program providing information indicative of a capability of the 
second data processor (col. 29 lines 3-7). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of 
IBM-TDB & Jones with Engdahl because Engdahl's capability 
information would improve the decision making of IBM-TDB'S 
system by allowing it to know exactly the capability of the 
processor in the system. 



As to claims 6, 21, and 39, Engdahl discloses the capability 
information includes information indicative of a native character 
size of the second data processor (col. 29 lines 3-7). 
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Claims 7, 22, and 41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over IBM - Technical Disclosure Bulletin, 
"Remote Procedure Calls for an Attached Processor" Vol. 35, issue 
IB, pages 237-238, June 1, 1992 in view of Jones et al. U.S. 
Patent Application Publication US 2002/0007389, and further in 
view of Engdahl (5,452,420) as applied to claims 1, 5, 16, 20, 27, 
and 38 above, and further in view of Menezes (5,621,894). 



As to claims 7, 22, and 41, IBM-TDB, Jones, and Engdahl do 
not disclose the capability information includes information 
indicative of an operating system of the second data processor. 
Menezes discloses the capability information includes information 
indicative of an operating system of the second data processor 
(col. 3 lines 1-18). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of 
IDM-TDB, Jones, Engdahl, and Menezes because Menezes's 
information about the second data processor's operating system 
would improve IBM-TDB'S and Engdahl's system by allowing it to 
know what type of OS is running on the second data processor. 



Claims 8, 23, and 40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over IBM - Technical Disclosure Bulletin, 
"Remote Procedure Calls for an Attached Processor" Vol. 35, issue 
IB, pages 237-238, June 1, 1992 in view of Jones et al. U.S. 
Patent Application Publication US 2002/0007389, and further in 
view of Engdahl (5,452,420) as applied to claims 1, 5, 16, 20, 27, 
and 38 above, and further in view of Jayakumar (5,904,733). 
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As to claims 8, 23, 40 IBM-TDB, Jones, and Engdahl do not 
disclose the capability information includes information that 
identifies the second data processor. 

Jayaktlmar discloses the capability information includes 
information that identifies the second data processor (col. 6 
lines 3-6). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of 
IBM-TDB, Jones, Engdahl, and Jayakumar because being able to 
uniquely identify processors would allow the first processor to 
communicate with multiple 2 nd processors. 

Claims 9, 24, and 42 are rejected under U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over IBM - Technical Disclosure Bulletin, "Remote 
Procedure Calls for an Attached Processor" Vol. 35, issue IB, 
pages 237-238, June 1, 1992 in view of Jones et al. U.S. Patent 
Application Publication US 2002/0007389, as applied to claims 1, 
16, and 27 above, and further in view of Brady (5,724,418). 

As to claims 9, 24, and 42, IBM-TDB & Jones do not disclose 
the executing step includes the program activating a desired 
communication protocol for communication between the first and 
second data processors. Brady discloses the executing step 
includes the program activating a desired communication protocol 
for communication between the first and second data processors 
(col. 7 line 17-23). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of 
IBM-TDB & Jones with Brady because the communications 
protocol of Brady would facilitate the exchange of data between 
the processors of IBM-TDB's system. 
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Claims 10, 11, 25, and 43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over IBM - Technical Disclosure Bulletin, 
"Remote Procedure Calls for an Attached Processor" Vol. 35, issue 
IB, pages 237-238, June 1, 1992 in view of Jones et al. U.S. 
Patent Application Publication US 2002/0007389, as applied to 
claims 1, 16, and 27 above, and further in view of Schreiber 
(5,787,281). 

As to claims 10, 25, and 43 IBM-TDB & Jones do not disclose 
the executing step includes the program changing the runtime 
priority associated with a data processing function of the second 
data processor. Schreiber discloses the executing step includes 
the program changing the runtime priority associated with a data 
processing function of the second data processor (col. 7 lines 1- 
5). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of 
IBM-TDB & Jones with Schreiber because the ability to change the 
runtime priority would let the system of IBM-TDB manage 
distributed workloads and allow for remote process management. 



As to claim 11, IBM-TDB does not disclose the changing step 
includes one of pausing and resuming the data processing 
function. Schreiber discloses the changing step includes one 
of pausing and resuming the data processing function (col. 7 lines 
1-5). 

Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over IBM - Technical Disclosure Bulletin, "Remote 
Procedure Calls for an Attached Processor" Vol. 35, issue IB, 
pages 237-238, June 1, 1992 in view of Jones et al. U.S. Patent 
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Application Publication US 2002/0007389, as applied to claim 1 
above, and further in view of Nozue (5,890,189). 

As to claim 13, IBM-TDB & Jones do not disclose the step of 
making a remote procedure call includes the first data processor 
providing to the second data processor a remote procedure call 
command which includes an address that points to a locations of 
the program in a memory space of the second data processor. 

Nozue discloses the step of making a remote procedure call 
includes the first data processor providing to the second data 
processor a remote procedure call command which includes an 
address that points to a location of the program in a memory 
space of the second data processor (col. 46 lines 27-36). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of 
IBM-TDB & Jones with Nozue because sending a pointer as taught 
by Nozue would allow the system of IBM-TDB to call RPC 
functions by address instead of function name reducing the size 
of the RPC message. 

Claims 17, 18, and 28-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over IBM - Technical Disclosure Bulletin, 
"Remote Procedure Calls for an Attached Processor" Vol. 35, issue 
IB, pages 237-238, June 1, 1992 in view of Jones et al. U.S. 
Patent Application Publication US 2002/0007389, as applied to 
claims 16 and 27 above, in view of Sitrick (5,728,960). 

As to claims 17 and 28, IBM-TDB as modified by Jones does 
not disclose the apparatus provided as a single integrated circuit 
chip. Sitrick discloses the apparatus as a single integrated circuit 
chip (col. 16 lines 63-65). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of 
IBM-TDB & Jones with Sitlick because packaging the IBM-TDB's 
system as a single integrated circuit would lower it's power 
requirements and footprint. 

As to claim 18, IBM-TDB does not disclose the integrated circuit 
chip is one of a microprocessor chip and a digital siral processor 
chip. Sitrick discloses the integrated circuit chip is one of a 
microprocessor chip and a digital signal processor chip (col. 16 
lines 63-65 

As to claim 29, it is rejected for the same reason as claim 36 
above. 

As to claim 30, IBM-TDB does not disclose the first data 
processor is one of a microprocessor and a digital signal 
processor, and the second data processor is one of a 
microprocessor and a digital signal processor. Sitrick discloses the 
first data processor is one of a microprocessor and a digital signal 
processor, and the second data processor is one of a 
microprocessor and a digital signal processor (col. 16 lines 63- 
65). 

Claim 34 is rejected under U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over IBM - Technical Disclosure Bulletin, "Remote Procedure Calls 
for an Attached Processor" Vol. 35, issue IB, pages 237-238, 
June 1, 1992 in view of Jones et al. U.S. Patent Application 
Publication US 2002/0007389. 

As to claim 34, it is rejected for the same reasons as claim 33 
above, however the cited references do not explicitly disclose the 
data network is the Internet. It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
apply the method taught by IBM-TDB and Jones where the data 
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network that was used was the Internet because the use of the 
Internet would allow robust communication between processing 
devices dispersed over large geographical areas. 
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